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Tiivistelmä – Abstract 
 
Tämän Pro Gradu –tutkielman aiheena on kielitieteellinen kohteliaisuus ja epäkohteliaisuus 
asianajajien puheessa. Tässä tutkielmassa käytetään Brownin ja Levinsonin (1987) kehittämää 
kohteliaisuusteoriaa. Brownin ja Levinsonin (1987: 61-2) mukaan jokaisella ihmisellä on sekä 
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Culpeper käytti teoriansa pohjana Brownin ja Levinsonin (1987) kohteliaisuusteoriaa. 
Culpeperin mukaan puhuja ei aina halua suojella toisen kasvoja keskustelutilanteessa, vaan 
päinvastoin joskus puhuja voi haluta hyökätä niitä vastaan. Culpeper kehitti viisi 
epäkohteliaisuuden ylästrategiaa, jotka ovat vastakohtia Brownin ja Levinsonin (1987) viidelle 
kohteliaisuuden ylästrategialle. Minun tutkimusoletukseni ovat, että asianajajat käyttävät 
puheessaan sekä kohteliaisuus- että epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita. Tämän lisäksi toinen 
olettamukseni on, että kohteliaisuusstrategioita esiintyy enemmän kuin 
epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita.  
 
Tämän tutkielman aineistona on käytetty Doverin oikeudenkäynnin tapahtumista litteroitua 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Oxford English Dictionary (2009, online) defines politeness as:  “Courtesy, good 
manners, behaviour that is respectful or considerate of others.” Linguistic politeness could be, 
for example, described as attempts to maintain each other’s face in interaction (see Brown & 
Levinson, 1987). But what is impoliteness then, the exact opposite? Impolite linguistic 
behaviour can be seen as speech acts that attack the face of another (see, for example, 
Culpeper, 1996). However, Mills (2003: 139) states that “… politeness and impoliteness 
cannot be taken to be polar opposites, since impoliteness functions in very different and 
context-specific ways.” Thus, one could claim that politeness and impoliteness are complex 
concepts that need deeper analysis. 
 
My hypothesis is that lawyers use both polite and impolite linguistic strategies when they are 
communicating with their colleagues, the judge and witnesses. Furthermore, another 
hypothesis of mine is that due to the formal setting of the courtroom, I will find more 
occurrences of polite linguistic strategies than of impolite strategies. I will conduct this pilot 
study by analysing parts of the transcript of the ‘Dover trial’  
 
The ‘Dover Trial’ took place in Pennsylvania, United States, in 2005. The Dover school 
district had decided to include intelligent design into their biology curriculum, and this 
resulted in a lawsuit by some of the parents against the school district of Dover (ACLU 
2009). Intelligent design is a theory that claims that the origin of life comes from a “master 
intellect” or “an intelligent, supernatural designer” (ibid). The parents claimed that 
“presenting intelligent design in public schools science classrooms violates their religious 
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liberty by promoting particular religious beliefs to their children under the guise of science 
education” (ibid). 
 
I chose the ‘Dover Trial’ transcripts as the data for my study for two reasons. Firstly, the 
underlying topic of the trial is in my opinion an important one. Freedom of speech and 
religion, and the issue of evolution theory versus scientific research are arguably significant 
topics of discussion. The second reason why I chose this transcript as my data, was the 
broadness of the data: it consists of 4756 pages, and is therefore very suitable for the research 
I am about to conduct.  
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2 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 
 
In this chapter I will introduce the main concepts that relate to my field of study. The first 
sub-section examines the field of linguistic politeness. There has been a lot of research 
conducted and papers written in this field of study, so I will try to introduce the most eminent 
ones. Since my study is not only about linguistic politeness, the second sub-section examines 
the field of linguistic impoliteness.  
 
Furthermore, since my research data is a transcript from a courtroom, in the third sub-section 
I will explore some aspects of forensic linguistics, and more precisely courtroom discourse. 
The last sub-section deals with politeness in the courtroom. Here, I will introduce a few 
studies that have examined politeness in the courtroom. 
 
2.1 Politeness 
 
There has been quite a lot of research conducted in the field of linguistic politeness. 
According to Fraser (2005: 77), after the publication of Brown and Levinson’s politeness 
theory in 1987 there has been a great amount of books and articles on this field of research. 
Furthermore, Fraser (ibid) states that there are over 900 publications in the field of research. 
In addition, a quite substantial amount of authors has made different theories and models 
about linguistic politeness (see, e.g., Brown and Levinson 1987, Lakoff 1975, Fraser 1990, 
Leech 1983). 
 
I shall now introduce several different theories about linguistic politeness in chronological 
order. However, due to the extremely large amount of publications in this field of study, it 
would be quite impossible to present all the research that has been conducted in this area in 
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this paper. Nevertheless, I will try to present the most well-known and most eminent theories 
in this field. First, I will introduce the conversational theory by Grice (1989), which is, in 
many cases, used as a base for politeness theories.  
Next, I will introduce politeness theories by Lakoff (1975 and 1989) and by Leech (1983). 
After this I will introduce the perhaps most well-known and disputed theory in this field, 
Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory on politeness. I will use the model of politeness 
strategies by Brown and Levinson in my research. Furthermore, I will also present some of 
the criticism this theory has encountered. In addition, I will present the politeness theory by 
Fraser and in addition, I will introduce more social models concerned with politeness (Watts 
2003, Werkhofer 1992).  
 
2.1.1 The Cooperative Principle and Conversational Maxims 
 
According to Grice (1989), there are particular rules for a conversation which people use in 
order to be understood. The general rule for conversation is the Cooperative Principle: “Make 
your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the 
accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged.” (Grice 1989: 
26). The Cooperative Principle also includes four maxims which direct the conversation as a 
guideline. These are called the Conversational Maxims and they are (According to Grice 
1989: 26-28): 
 
1. Quantity:  
- Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current 
purposes of the exchange). 
- Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. 
 
2. Quality – Try to make your contribution on that which is true. 
- Do not say what you believe to be false. 
- Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence. 
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3. Relation 
- Be relevant. 
 
4. Manner – Be perspicuous. 
- Avoid obscurity of expression. 
- Avoid ambiguity. 
- Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity). 
- Be orderly. 
 
 
The maxim of Quantity tells us to give enough but not too much information on the subject at 
hand. The maxim of Quality in other words tells us to be honest and not to exaggerate. The 
meaning of the maxim of Relation is to keep to the matter in question. Furthermore, the 
maxim of Manner tells us to make our contribution clear and easy to understand, insults and 
such are violations of this maxim. 
2.1.2 Politeness theory by Lakoff 
 
Lakoff (1975: 87-8 ) suggested that there has to be certain rules when it comes to considering 
something to be polite or rude. She determined this by looking at different cultures, and how 
in different cultures same acts are considered to be polite or rude in the same way. Lakoff 
created three rules of politeness, which are as follows: 
 
1. Formality: keep aloof 
2. Deference: give options 
3. Camaraderie: show sympathy 
 
According to Lakoff (1975: 88) the first rule is about formal politeness one can often see in 
etiquette books. One purpose of this rule is to create distance between the speaker and the 
addressee. As examples, she mentions the academic way of using always the passive instead 
of speaking about persons themselves, and also doctors who use their professional jargon to 
avoid negative emotional connotations (carcinoma vs. cancer) and to maintain professional 
distance from their patients. Lakoff also mentions that in some languages, such as Finnish, 
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the use of different words for formal and informal you is an example of this type of politeness 
(ibid). 
 
Lakoff (1975: 89) states that when the second rule is used, it looks like the addressee has the 
power to decide how to behave or what to do. This can be then, of course, sincere or a sham, 
the speaker might use this rule even though he or she knows that he or she will be the one 
making the decision. This second rule can be used at the same time with both other rules. As 
an example Lakoff mentions the use of hedges – words that are supposed to tone down the 
request, and/or indicate hesitancy in speech. However, it has to be stated that hedges can be 
more than this. According to Holmes (1995: 26) hedges are linguistic devices that “ reduce 
the force of an utterance”. Furthermore, according to Coates (1989: 114) hedges are also used 
to respect the addressee’s face, and in addition, to protect the speaker’s face. Coates (1989: 
114) states that hedges are used ”not because the speaker doubts the truth but because she 
does not want to offend her addressees by assuming their agreement”.  
 
The third rule presented by Lakoff (1975: 89-90), show sympathy, cannot be used together 
with the first rule. Sympathy and distance simply rule each other out. When a speaker is using 
the third rule, he or she is making the addressee feel liked, or part of the same team. Using 
colloquial language, telling jokes and using nicknames are connected to this rule.   
 
Lakoff (1989: 102) also divides different types of discourse into two categories: first, there is 
discourse, whose function is to transmit information, such as a lecture or another teaching 
situation, and secondly, discourse that is principally for interaction itself. Ordinary 
conversation belongs to this category. In ordinary conversation, the speaker usually tends to 
stay within in the limits of politeness in order to remain engaged in the conversation. 
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2.1.3 Politeness theory by Leech 
 
Leech (1983: 104-5) explores politeness through his theory of illocutionary functions. 
According to Leech (1983: 22), an illocutionary act is a speech act or more precisely an act 
that predicts something. As examples of this, an illocutionary act can be a promise, an order 
or a request. Leech (1983: 104) classifies illocutionary functions into four different types, 
“according to how they relate to the social goal of establishing and maintaining comity”. 
These four types are described as follows: 
(a) COMPETITIVE: The illocutionary goal competes with the social 
goal; eg ordering asking, demanding, begging. 
(b) CONVIVIAL: The illocutionary goal coincides with the social 
goal; eg offering, inviting, greeting, thanking, congratulating. 
(c) COLLABORATIVE: The illocutionary goal is indifferent to the 
social goal; eg asserting, reporting, announcing, instructing. 
(d) CONFLICTIVE: The illocutionary goal conflicts with the social 
goal; eg threatening, accusing, cursing, reprimanding. (Leech 
1983: 104) 
 
Leech (1983: 104-5) then states that the two first types of functions, competitive and 
convivial are the ones that in most cases involve politeness. Competitive goals involve 
negative and convivial positive politeness (ibid). He adds that competitive goals are 
discourteous, for example, getting someone to do something, and in addition, that convivial 
goals are courteous, acts that that seek opportunities for civility.  For collaborative goals, 
politeness is not relevant (ibid). Moreover, according to Leech (1983: 105), conflictive goals 
are intended to be offensive, and therefore, obviously do not involve politeness.  
 
2.1.4 Politeness theory by Brown & Levinson 
 
The most well-known and dominant theory on linguistic politeness is that of Brown and 
Levinson (1987). According Brown and Levinson (1987: 61-2), everyone has a face, “the 
public self-image” that they want to maintain. The term face is divided into two different 
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categories: negative and positive face. Negative face is, in essence, the want to preserve one’s 
own independence, and positive face the want to be liked by others. 
 
According Brown and Levinson (1987: 60), speakers want to maintain each other’s face in 
interaction. However, sometimes the speaker is forced to make ‘face-threatening-acts’ 
(FTAs) in order to get what he/she wants (ibid). The speaker then has the choice to minimize 
the FTA by different strategies shown in the figure below. In the figure ‘estimation of risk of 
face loss’ means the risk the speaker will take when he or she is asking a question or making 
a request. The risk of face loss grows the further down in the figure the strategy is. 
 
Lesser 
  
Estimation             1.Without redressive action, baldly 
 of risk of       on record   2. Positive  
face loss 
                 Do the FTA          with redressive action 
      3. negative 
                        
4.off record 
                   
                 5. Don’t do the FTA 
 
 
 
 
Greater 
 
Figure 1. Brown and Levinson’s (1987: 60) model for politeness strategies 
 
 
Brown & Levinson (1987: 68-9) state that first, the speaker has to decide whether or not to do 
the FTA. If the speaker decides to do the FTA, he may decide to do it off-record, in a way 
where his intentions are not directly explained. Thus, the speaker cannot be held to have 
intended, for example, a request of some kind. Furthermore, this off-record strategy relates to 
an important term in pragmatics, ‘implicature’. Levinson (1983: 97) says “…implicature […] 
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provides some explicit account of how it is possible to mean more than what is actually 
‘said’.” Example (1) by Brown and Levinson (1987: 69) introduces the off-record strategy: 
 
(1) Damn, I’m out of cash, I forgot to go to the bank today. 
 
This utterance could be understood as a request for money, but the speaker is not making the 
request directly. 
 
According to Brown & Levinson (1987: 69) if the speaker decides to do the FTA baldly, 
without any redressive action, this means that the FTA is “in the most direct, clear, 
unambiguous and concise way possible”. Then this request, or demand, is often in an 
imperative form. Consider this example: 
 
(2) Lend me some money. 
 
 
Both examples (1) and (2) can convey the same intention, request for money, but (2) is 
exceptionally straightforward and leaves no room for other interpretations. Example (2) can 
be then seen as a threat to the addressee’s face. Brown & Levinson (1987: 69) argue that this 
kind of strategy is generally used only in circumstances of emergency, and in request, offers 
and suggestions that require only minor sacrifices on the behalf of the addressee.  Bald on-
record strategies can also be found, for example, when the speaker has difficulties to get 
his/her message through (e.g. speaking on a bad telephone line); in task related activities and 
cooking recipes (e.g. “Add three cups of sugar”). 
 
Furthermore, Brown & Levinson (1987: 69-70) state that if the speaker decides to use 
redressive action, he will attempt to minimize the threat to the addressee’s face, and will 
show in his utterance that he wishes not to threaten the addressee’s face. Next, the speaker 
can choose whether he will want to appeal to the addressee’s positive or negative face. If the 
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speaker decides to use the strategy of positive politeness, he will appeal to the addressee’s 
want to relate to others (ibid). According to Brown & Levinson (1987: 127), the strategies 
using positive politeness include, for example, including the addressee in the activity, which 
is shown in example (3): 
(3) Let’s stop for a bite. 
 
This actually means: “I want a bite, so let’s stop.” (ibid). Next, I will present a list of other 
possible positive politeness strategies (Brown and Levinson 1987: 102). 
 
A. Claim common ground 
 A1. Express that the addressee is admirable, interesting 
1. Notice, attend 
2. Exaggerate interest, approval, sympathy 
3. Intensify interest to the addressee 
A2. Claim group membership 
4. Use in-group identity markers 
A3. Claim common point of view/opinions/attitudes/knowledge/empathy 
5. Seek agreement 
6. Avoid disagreement 
7. Presuppose/raise/assert/ common ground 
8. Joke 
 
 
B. Convey cooperation with the addressee 
B1. Take addressee’s wants into consideration 
  9.  Convey understanding of addressee’s wants 
B2.  Claim reflexivity 
  10. Offer, promise 
  11. Be optimistic 
  12. Include the addressee in the activity 
  13. Give or ask for reasons 
B3. Claim reciprocity 
  14. Assume or assert reciprocity 
 
 
C. Fulfil addressee’s wants 
15. Give gifts to the addressee – goods, sympathy, understanding, 
cooperation (adapted from Brown and Levinson 1987: 102) 
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There are three different positive politeness super-strategies: A. Claim common ground, B. 
Convey cooperation and C. Fulfil addressee’s wants. The first two super-strategies are both 
divided to three sub-strategies and then further to smaller exact positive politeness strategies. 
The third super-strategy Fulfil addressee’s want only has one exact positive politeness 
strategy.  
 
Brown & Levinson (1987: 70) continue that on the other hand, the speaker can also decide to 
appeal to the addressee’s negative face, “his basic want to maintain claims of territory and 
self-determination” using negative politeness.  Brown and Levinson (1987: 70) state that 
typical features for this strategy, to mention a few, are formality, apologies and hedges. We 
can see these features in example (4). 
 
(4) Excuse me Sir, can you tell me where the police station is 
located, if it is not too much trouble for you? 
 
Furthermore, Brown and Levinson (1987: 130-131) present a similar set of negative 
politeness strategies to those for positive politeness strategies that I previously presented. I 
will now introduce these negative politeness strategies in the form of a list: 
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A. Be Direct  
1. Perform the FTA on record 
 
B. Don’t presume/ assume (make minimal assumption about addressee’s wants) 
2. Question, hedge 
C. Don’t coerce 
C1. Give addressee option not to act 
2. Question, hedge 
3. Be pessimistic 
C2. Minimize threat 
  4. Minimize the imposition 
  5. Give deference 
D. Communicate that your want is not to harm the addressee 
6. Apologise 
 D1. Dissociate the addressee from the particular infringement 
  7. Impersonalise, avoid I and you 
  8. State the FTA as a general rule 
  9. Nominalise 
 
E. Redress other wants of the addressee 
5. Give deference 
10. Go on-record as incurring a debt (adapted from Brown and 
Levinson 1987: 131) 
 
 
This list of negative politeness strategies is somewhat more complicated than the table of 
positive politeness strategies. There are now five different super-strategies for negative 
politeness. Two of these super-strategies have sub-strategies, and furthermore, some of the 
exact negative politeness rules appear in more than one super-strategy. Rules 2. and 5. are 
both presented in two different super-strategies. 
 
To clarify the different politeness strategies even more, I will also present examples that all 
have the same goal and inner meaning of all the strategies of Brown and Levinson. The basic 
goal in all of these is the same: the speaker needs a pen.  
 
Off-record: Oh Dammit, I forgot all my pens at home! 
Bald on record: Give me a pen. 
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with positive politeness: I’m sure you wouldn’t mind lending a pen to me, right? 
with negative politeness: Excuse me, I don’t want to trouble you but could you 
lend me a pen?  
 
The categories of politeness by Brown and Levinson (1987) will be used in this paper as 
means of finding occurrences of politeness in the speech of the lawyers in the Dover trial.  
Brown and Levinson’s model of politeness is one of the only models that tries to explain how 
people produce politeness. I have chosen to use their model for my research since it considers 
politeness in a plausible manner and pays attention to the various strategies we use to create 
politeness.  
 
 
 
2.1.5 Critique on Brown and Levinson’s model 
 
Although Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model on politeness is probably one of the best 
known and used theories on politeness, it has also encountered a lot of critique. Next, I will 
introduce some of this critique that has been directed towards Brown and Levinson’s model. 
 
Penman (1990: 16) argues that there are a few points to be taken into consideration when one 
looks at Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model on politeness. According to Penman (ibid.), the 
model only concentrates on producing politeness, and therefore, aggravation/impoliteness is 
left out from the model. Penman argues that the face-saving/face-threatening strategies, 
which Penman calls ‘facework’ can also be used for aggravation. Furthermore, Penman (ibid) 
states that the model leaves out self-directed strategies and only focuses on interaction 
between two people. 
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In addition, Watts (2003: 93) offers  points of criticism towards the Brown and Levinson 
(1987) model. Watts (ibid.) argues that the strategies Brown and Levinson have coined 
should not be called politeness strategies but rather facework strategies. Watts seems to be 
agree with Penman with her criticism towards the theory. He also states that these strategies 
are not always used for politeness.  
 
Watts (2003: 95) also argues that Brown and Levinson’s model does not take into account the 
knowledge of the social situation the two speakers have and what is considered to be polite in 
that certain discourse. An utterance that is not considered to be polite by the Brown and 
Levinson (1987) model can still be considered to be polite in a certain speech situation. 
 
Nevertheless, Brown and Levinson’s model of politeness is one of the only models that tries 
to explain how people produce politeness. I have chosen to use their model for my research 
since it considers politeness in a plausible manner and pays attention to the various strategies 
we use to create politeness.  
 
2.1.6 Politeness theory by Fraser 
 
Fraser (1990: 220) divides perspectives of politeness into four different categories: the social 
norm view, the conversational maxim view, the face-saving view and the conversational-
contract view. I will now shortly introduce all of these categories.  
 
According to Fraser (1990: 220-1), the social norm view sees politeness as following 
historically established rules of behaviour. Furthermore, this point of view assumes that 
societies have particular social norms, and when these rules are obeyed it is seen as politeness 
and when they are neglected it is seen as rudeness or impoliteness. 
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The conversational maxim view is based on the work of Grice (Fraser 1990: 222-7). Grice 
states that all people who participate in conversation are interested in getting their message 
across efficiently. Grice generated his Cooperative principle that states: “Make your 
conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the 
accepted purpose or direction of talk exchange in which you are engaged.” (Grice cited in 
Fraser 1990) 
 
Fraser’s (1990: 228) face-saving view is, of course, the view of Brown and Levinson (1987) 
which was already presented in my work earlier. According to this theory, all people have a 
‘face’, a public self-image and in a conversation people have the desire to uphold their own 
and each others’ face (Brown and Levinson 1987, introduced earlier in this paper). 
 
The conversational-contract view was developed by Fraser himself and Nolen (1981, 
presented in Fraser 190: 232). The conversational-contract view has some similarities with 
Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory about politeness: it also recognises the term face like 
Brown and Levinson’s theory also does. The conversational contract view claims that we 
enter a conversation with the knowledge of the rules we have to obey and obligations we 
have in the conversation. (Fraser 1990: 232-3) 
 
 
2.1.7 Social models of politeness  
 
One recent approach towards politeness is the social model of politeness which is introduced 
by Watts (2003). According to Watts (2003: 142), this model is an alternative to the model of 
politeness which seems to explain how polite language is produced, for example, the model 
of Brown and Levinson (1987), which was introduced in this paper earlier. Instead,  
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according to Watts (2003: 143) this model attempts to find the means for studying how 
members of society describe or assess polite and impolite behaviour.   
 
Werkhofer (1992: 189-90 ) compares politeness with money in his research. He states that 
politeness is a socially constructed entity like money. The key elements of his analogy are as 
follows: 
(i) Politeness, like money, is a socially constituted medium.  
(ii) Again like money, it is a symbolic medium in the sense that its functions 
originally derive from an association to something else, namely to values. 
(iii) Like money, too, politeness is historically constituted and reconstituted; its 
functions and the values it is associated with are essentially changeable ones. 
(iv) During its history, the functions of politeness turn into a power of the 
medium in the sense that it may, rather than being only a means to the ends of the 
individual user, itself motivate and structure courses of action. 
(v) Correspondingly - and due to other forces, too - the chances of the user to 
master the medium completely (which would mean being able to use it according 
to his/her wishes) will be diminished. 
 
 
Werkhofer (1992: 190) sees politeness as power and as a means that is placed between 
individuals and between the individual and the social. He states that although politeness is 
socially constructed, individuals do not play a role. However, their actions on the other hand 
cannot be completely individually decided, since the rules of politeness somewhat controls 
them.  
 
Watts (2003: 147-9) also introduces Bourdieu’s ‘theory of practice’ In this theory, he states 
that “the objects of knowledge are constructed, not passively recorded [...]the principle of this 
construction is the system structured, structuring dispotions, the habitus, which is constituted 
in practice and is always oriented towards practical functions.” (Bourdieu 1990:52. cited in 
Watts 2003: 148). An important term in this theory is the ‘habitus’. In this case habitus means 
the nature to behave in a certain way in certain situations. According to Bourdieu’s theory 
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this set of behavioural patterns are learned through socialisation. When it comes to politeness 
and this model, Watts (2003: 148-9, 160) argues that what is seen as polite/impolite “depends 
on the linguistic habitus of the individual and the linguistic capital that s/he is able to 
manipulate.” . 
 
2.2 Impoliteness 
 
This subsection presents some of the most prominent work conducted in the field of linguistic 
impoliteness. First, I will try to define the term impoliteness more precisely, in the words of a 
few well-known scholars in the field. Secondly, I will present how impoliteness relates to 
intention (Culpeper 2008, Terkourafi 2008 and Locher & Bousfield 2008). Furthermore, I 
will present the model of impoliteness by Terkourafi (2008), and also introduce how power is 
related to impoliteness (Culpeper 1996 and 2011 and Locher &Bousfield 2008 and Bousfield 
2008).  Lastly, I will introduce the framework of impoliteness that I will use in my research 
(Culpeper 1996).   
 
As Mills (2003: 121) points out, there has been a lot less research done in the area of 
linguistic impoliteness than in politeness. She suggests that this might be due to the fact that 
in most studies conversation is seen as something that follows the contracts of 
communication and is harmonious and balanced between the speakers. Nevertheless, she also 
points out that communication is not always co-operative, and sometimes, speakers may 
rather attack than support the other in the conversation.  
 
Culpeper (2011: 3) introduces impoliteness as a multi-disciplinary field of study. According 
to Culpeper (ibid), scientific fields such as psychology, sociology, conflict studies, media 
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studies, business studies, history and literary studies can be related to the field of 
impoliteness. Thus, impoliteness is a complex and multi-dimensional subject to study. 
 
Next, I will introduce a few important aspects and theories about impoliteness. With respect 
to studies and theories about impoliteness, it is important to note that most of them are based 
on politeness theories introduced earlier in this paper. In addition, it would be quite difficult 
to determine what impoliteness is without first determining what politeness is, which I 
attempted to do in the previous subsection. 
 
2.2.1 Impoliteness and intention 
 
Locher and Bousfield (2008: 3) describe impoliteness like this: “Impoliteness is behaviour 
that is face-aggravating in a particular context”.  However, they then state that this definition 
is probably too vague and needs more elaboration. Locher and Bousfield (ibid.) continue by 
stating that one of the key elements that arises in impoliteness studies is that impoliteness is 
caused intentionally (see, e.g. Bousfield 2008: 132, Culpeper 2008: 36).  
 
Culpeper (2008: 31-2) makes a distinction between impoliteness and rudeness. According to 
Culpeper, both impoliteness and rudeness are ”inappropriate and negatively marked” 
behaviour. However, Culpeper’s suggestion is that impoliteness is intentional while rudeness 
is unintentional negative behaviour. Therefore, also Culpeper sees impoliteness as something 
that is caused intentionally. 
 
Furthermore, Terkourafi (2008: 61-2) also makes a distinction between impoliteness and 
rudeness. However, this distinction is the opposite of Culpeper’s (see previous paragraph) 
definition: Terkourafi (ibid) claims that rudeness is intentional and impoliteness unintentional 
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behaviour.  Terkourafi bases this claim on lexicographical details. According to Terkourafi, 
rudeness in most English dictionaries refers to intention, whereas impolite refers usually to an 
“accidental slight”. Next, I will further elaborate upon Terkourafi’s model on impoliteness 
and politeness. 
 
2.2.2 Terkourafi’s model on politeness/impoliteness 
 
The theory of Terkourafi (2008: 45-70) differs from most politeness/impoliteness theories in 
that it focuses on the perception of the hearer rather than the intention of the speaker. The 
basis of Terkourafi’s theory lies in the theory of Brown and Levinson (1987) (Terkourafi 
2008: 49-55). Terkourafi uses the term face-threatening act and also face-constituting act as 
its opposite. The key element of Terkourafi’s theory is how the hearer understands the 
perlocutionary speech act. Does the hearer believe that the speaker’s intention was to 
threaten/constitute his/her face? In Terkourafi’s theory it does not so much matter what the 
intention of the speaker was but how the hearer perceives it (ibid). 
 
In her model of politeness/impoliteness, Terkourafi (2008: 64-70) divides the subject into 
five categories: unmarked politeness, unmarked rudeness, marked politeness, marked 
rudeness or rudeness proper and impoliteness. In Terkourafi’s theory, unmarked means 
something that is conventionalized and expected in a certain situation. Marked then means 
the contrary, something that is not conventional or expected in the given situation. 
 
According to Terkourafi (2008: 64-70), unmarked politeness occurs when there is a face-
constituting act that is conventional and expected in the context. As examples, Terkourafi 
mentions conventionally polite words like please and thank you, that people usually use 
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multiple times per day. Unmarked rudeness then occurs when there is a face threatening act, 
but it is conventional and expected, such as in courtroom discourse. 
 
Furthermore, marked politeness occurs when there is a face-constituting act that is not 
conventionalized and when the hearer recognizes the speaker’s intention to make a face-
constituting act. Marked rudeness or rudeness proper then again occurs when there is a face-
threatening act and the hearer recognizes the speaker’s intention for making a face-
threatening act. Lastly, impoliteness occurs when there is face-threatening act, but the 
addressee does not recognize the intention to attack his/her face.  
 
2.2.3 Power and impoliteness 
 
Bousfield and Locher (2008: 8) argue that power is a critically important aspect in the study 
of impoliteness. According to them, power is a vital part of interaction and “impoliteness is 
an exercise of power”. Furthermore, impoliteness causes restrictions in the ways he or she 
can respond to the impoliteness or to the face-attack, and the restriction of one’s options to 
act is of course the use of power (ibid). 
 
Culpeper (1996: 354) also connects power with the use of impoliteness. Culpeper states that 
impoliteness is more likely to occur when the speaker is more powerful than the addressee. 
When the speaker is in a higher position he or she can use impoliteness more freely since he 
or she might have the means to “a) reduce the ability of the less powerful participant to 
retaliate with impoliteness [...] and (b) threaten more severe retaliation should the less 
powerful participant be impolite” (ibid). Therefore, one could argue that impoliteness is 
likely to occur in situations where the speaker has more power, for example in courtroom 
discourse.  
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Moreover, Bousfield (2008: 150) argues that always when a person is truly being impolite he 
or she is either “creating/activating/re-activating some aspect of [his/her] relative power” or 
“challenging someone over their (assumption of) power” or even both. However, Bousfield 
also states that when a person uses power, it does not mean that he or she is always being 
impolite in doing so.  
 
Furthermore, according to research conducted by Culpeper (2011: 186-194), it was 
discovered that, in fact, conventional directness, bald-on-record FTA, was not considered to 
be impolite when the speaker was of a higher social status than the addressee. In this 
research, informants were to evaluate commands given by a judge to a defendant, a boss to an 
employee and a sergeant major to a recruit and vice versa (ibid). The result of this research 
was that high-power speakers’ commands were not perceived as impolite, whereas low-
power speakers’ commands were often perceived as impolite.  
 
 
2.2.4 Framework of impoliteness 
 
Culpeper (1996) divides impoliteness into two different categories: inherent impoliteness and 
mock politeness or banter. Culpeper (1996: 2) states that there are acts that innately threaten 
one’s face regardless of the context of the act, this is called inherent impoliteness. 
Furthermore, impoliteness that stays on the surface and is not intended to insult anyone is 
called mock impoliteness (Culpeper 1996: 4). 
 
Culpeper’s work includes a framework of impoliteness which is based on the theory of 
Brown & Levinson (1987). Culpeper (1996: 8) defines five impoliteness super-strategies 
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which are opposites of Brown & Levinson’s politeness super-strategies. Culpeper (1996: 8) 
says: “Instead of enhancing or supporting face, impoliteness super-strategies are a means of 
attacking face.” Culpeper describes the five super-strategies as follows: 
(1) Bald on record impoliteness - the FTA is performed in a direct, 
clear, unambiguous and concise way in circumstances where face is 
not irrelevant or minimised. It is important to distinguish this strategy 
from Brown and Levinson's Bald on record. For Brown and Levinson, 
Bald on record is a politeness strategy in fairly specific 
circumstances. For example, when face concerns are suspended in an 
emergency, when the threat to the hearer's face is very small (e.g. 
"Come in" or "Do sit down"), or when the speaker is much more 
powerful than the hearer (e.g. "Stop complaining" said by a parent to 
a child). In all these cases little face is at stake, and, more importantly, 
it is not the intention of the speaker to attack the face of the hearer. 
(2) Positive impoliteness - the use of strategies designed to damage 
the addressee's positive face wants. 
(3) Negative impoliteness - the use of strategies designed to damage 
the addressee's negative face wants. 
(4) Sarcasm or mock politeness - the FTA is performed with the use 
of politeness strategies that are obviously insincere, and thus remain 
surface realisations. […] 
(5) Withhold politeness - the absence of politeness work where it 
would be expected. […]For example, failing to thank somebody for a 
present may be taken as deliberate impoliteness. (Culpeper 1996: 8-9) 
 
If you compare Culpeper’s model to Brown & Levinson’s model, you will notice that these 
models are, in fact, parallel to each other. 
 
In his model, Culpeper (1996) also defines strategies for negative and positive impoliteness. 
These strategies are shown below: 
Positive impoliteness output strategies: 
Ignore, snub the other - fail to acknowledge the other's presence. 
Exclude the other from an activity 
Disassociate from the other - for example, deny association or 
common ground with the other; avoid sitting together. 
Be disinterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic 
Use inappropriate identity markers - for example, use title and 
surname when a close relationship pertains, or a nickname when a 
distant relationship pertains. 
Use obscure or secretive language - for example, mystify the other 
with jargon, or use a code known to others in the group, but not the 
target. 
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Seek disagreement - select a sensitive topic. Make the other feel 
uncomfortable - for example, do not avoid silence, joke, or use small 
talk. 
Use taboo words - swear, or use abusive or profane language. 
Call the other names - use derogatory nominations. 
etc.  
 
Negative impoliteness output strategies: 
Frighten - instill a belief that action detrimental to the other will 
occur. 
Condescend, scorn or ridicule - emphasize your relative power. Be 
contemptuous. Do not treat the other seriously. Belittle the other (e.g. 
use diminutives). 
Invade the other's space - literally (e.g. position yourself closer to the 
other than the relationship permits) or metaphorically (e.g. ask for or 
speak about information which is too intimate given the relationship). 
Explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect - personalize, use 
the pronouns 'I' and 'you'. 
Put the other's indebtedness on record 
etc'. 
 
 
Next I will present some examples that were found in my research data, in the Dover Trial. 
Bald on record impoliteness occurs when a request or a command is made directly without 
any redressive action. Consider this example: 
 
(5) Okay, read the next answer 
 
This is a command without any redressive action, and therefore, it is a typical case of bald on 
record FTA. 
Next I will present some examples of positive impoliteness strategies.  
 
 
(6) Let me ask you this Rich 
(7) Witness: And I note for the record that in my deposition I 
clarified that –Lawyer: Thank you, sir. 
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Example 6 is an occurrence of the strategy use inappropriate identity markers. Speaker is a 
lawyer who is making a question to a witness. In the courtroom setting where the language is 
expected to be very formal, using nicknames would not be expected. Furthermore, when the 
lawyer is using a nickname for a person who is not close to him, and therefore, this is an act 
of impoliteness.  
 
Example 7 is an occurrence of the positive impoliteness strategy ignore, snub the other. 
Again this example is from a courtroom setting. The lawyer interrupts the witness and 
ignores what he is about to say.  
Then I will present examples of negative impoliteness strategies. 
(8) In those two minutes that you spent actually looking at the book 
that was the center of this controversy, was there anything in 
that two-minute review that you saw that you objected to? 
(9) You should have told me about that at the time, shouldn’t you, 
to be truthful? 
 
Example 8 is a case of condescend, scorn or ridicule – negative impoliteness strategy. The 
speaker is yet again a lawyer who is ridiculing the witness. The lawyer is belittling the 
witness’s knowledge about the matter at hand. 
 
Example 9 is then a case of explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect- negative 
impoliteness strategy. The lawyer is implying that the witness has not been truthful earlier.  
 
Furthermore, Culpeper (1996: 10, 15) states that there are many non-verbal and paralinguistic 
acts that can be impolite and face-threatening. He also says that the theory of Brown & 
25 
 
Levinson does not give much attention to this side of impoliteness. In addition, he says that 
shouting and avoiding eye-contact could be acts of impoliteness (Culpeper 1995: 10). 
 
2.3 Courtroom discourse 
 
In this sub-section, I will present some of the important aspects of courtroom discourse and 
forensic linguistics. First, I will present the work of Shuy (2006 and 2005). After this I will 
introduce some of the findings Cotterill (2002) has made on courtroom discourse.  
 
A lot of research has been conducted on the language of the law, which is called forensic 
linguistics. As Shuy (2006: 3-8) points out, the term linguistics is a very wide spectrum of 
different kinds of research areas, and so is the field of forensic linguistics. According to Shuy 
(2006: 3-8), research on forensic linguistics can include subjects such as phonetics and 
phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics, pragmatics, speech acts, language variation and 
change, discourse analysis, lexicography and language assessment and testing. Thus, 
essentially all research fields of linguistics can also be found in forensic linguistics. With 
respect to pragmatics in forensic linguistics, Shuy (2006: 7) states that: “Although linguistics 
[…] cannot with certainty identify intentions, linguistic analysis can reveal clues to intentions 
that are provided by indirectness, politeness strategies, and other pragmatic function”.  
 
Furthermore, Shuy (2005) claims even that law enforcement uses ‘language crimes’ when 
they are interrogating or questioning people. This means that they manipulate a person’s 
words, which might be ambiguous, into sounding like something the speaker did not intend.  
According to Shuy (2005: 4), law enforcement, including prosecutors in a trial, can use 
language strategies that “can make it appear that defendants are guilty of crimes that they 
never committed”.   
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Furthermore, Shuy (2005: 36) states that in a courtroom setting the lawyer is the one with the 
power, since he/she is the one making all the questions. The lawyers then use this power by 
using different conversational strategies. These strategies can include, for example, “being 
ambiguous to targets, causing them to misunderstand and, therefore give the appearance of 
guilt”, blocking, interrupting, overlapping with speech and changing the topic before the 
addressee has got the chance to answer. (Shuy 2005: 34). These strategies also overlap with 
the impoliteness strategies I will use in my research.  
 
Cotterill, J. (2002: 147-9) talks about narratives in the forensic setting. She describes these 
narratives as being “multi-perspectival and multi-voiced”, since there might be a large 
number of people telling the same story in different perspectives and different discourses. 
Furthermore, she states that one of the key elements of forensic narratives is repetition. In the 
legal process, in police interviews and in trials, the witnesses are questioned repetitively in 
order to reveal any inconsistencies in their stories.  
 
Another key element that Cotterill (2002: 149-50) mentions is intertextuality. In court 
examinations, the lawyers often refer to the previous statements the witness has made, 
usually in police interviews, and therefore, intertextuality is often found in courtroom 
discourse. Cotterill made an analysis of the O.J. Simpson trial and in her research she 
discovered that lawyers are able to “exploit more or less convergent versions of witnesses’ 
narratives originating earlier in the legal process”. (Cotterill 2002: 159-160)  
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2.4 Politeness in the courtroom 
 
In this sub-section, I will introduce findings and research conducted on politeness in the 
courtroom. First, I will introduce Lakoff’s (1989) theory on the matter, and next, the findings 
Kurzon made from his research.  
 
Lakoff (1989: 104) states that there are two types of discourse which differ from ordinary 
conversation since they are not reciprocal. These two discourses are therapeutic and 
courtroom discourse. Since the data of my paper is from a courtroom discourse, I will 
introduce Lakoff’s views of politeness in courtroom discourse further.  
 
Lakoff (1989: 108-12) describes several typical linguistic features for courtroom discourse. 
First, she argues that courtroom discourse is a “non-reciprocal question-and-answer format”. 
Lawyers only make questions and sometimes declarative phrases in order to clarify the 
answer of the witness, lawyers, therefore, do not provide information, but they are trying to 
get the witnesses to provide the information needed. Furthermore, she states that since the 
purpose of courtroom discourse is to reveal the truth, that most probably will be damaging for 
one of the parties involved, it is also “adversial”. In addition, Grice’s Cooperative Principle 
(introduced earlier in this paper) seems to apply also to courtroom discourse. The witnesses 
are told to tell “the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth”. Moreover, Grice’s 
Maxim of Quantity is particularly seen in courtroom discourse. 
 
According to Lakoff (1989: 110), certain typical forms of politeness also exist in courtroom 
discourse, and these types of politeness somewhat differ from ordinary conversation. Firstly, 
the politeness in a courtroom is more than anything formal politeness. Formal politeness 
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shows distance, consider Lakoff’s (1975: 87) first rule “Formality: keep aloof”, introduced 
earlier in this chapter.  
 
Lakoff (1989: 123) also argues that rudeness that cannot be found in any other discourse can 
be found in courtroom discourse. This rudeness is “systematic, intentional, and non-
reciprocal”. Lakoff goes further by stating that unlike in normal conversation, in courtroom 
discourse confrontation is likely to occur and, most importantly, the conversation has to 
continue in spite of the linguistic rudeness of the attorney – the witness cannot escape the 
conversation, he or she is required to give answers by the law. 
 
Kurzon (2001) wrote an article about politeness in court where he compared the verbal 
behavior of American and English judges. Kurzon’s (2001: 20) results were that both British 
and American judges were polite when they were agreeing with someone. However, in 
disagreements only the British judges remained polite and the American judges did not (ibid). 
According to Kurzon (2001: 21), the English judges attempted to tone down disagreement, 
regretted disagreement or impersonalized the disagreement. These strategies were not found 
in the disagreement statements of American judges (ibid).  
 
In my own research I will investigate this result in the light of my data, and try to find similar 
occurrences of impoliteness in the language of the lawyers when they are disagreeing with 
someone.  
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3 METHODOLOGY 
 
The data for this pilot study was acquired from the Internet page of the American Civil 
Liberties Union of Pennsylvania (ACLU). The data is a transcript of ‘the Dover Trial’. The 
six week trial was uploaded onto ACLU’s webpage in 39 separate pdf-files.  
 
The analysis is both qualitative and quantitative. I chose to present the results in quantitative 
form, since I wanted to have concrete numbers of the occurrences. On the other hand, 
including qualitative analysis allows me to broaden the scope of the analysis and to discuss 
the examples more thoroughly. I believe combining these two different analysis methods 
serves my research best by giving a wider perspective than if using just one approach. 
 
3.1 The Data 
 
The Dover Trial took place in Pennsylvania, US, in 2004. Some of the parents in the school 
district of Dover sued the school district because the school board decided to include 
intelligent design in the curriculum of the school (ACLU 2009). Intelligent design claims to 
be a scientific theory that says that the origin of life comes from a “master intellect” or “an 
intelligent, supernatural designer” (ibid). The constitution of the United States says: 
“Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free 
exercise thereof”. This is called the ‘Establishment Clause’ and it prohibits all “school-
sponsored prayer or religious indoctrination” (ACLU 2002). The plaintiffs regarded 
intelligent design to be creationism, and therefore, also religion. Based on this trial, the court 
decided that intelligent design is not a scientific theory but a religious view (ACLU 2009). 
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3.2 Process of analysis 
 
The complete transcript of the trial consists of 4756 pages. For my research I took every fifth 
page of the transcripts, which is approximately 20 percent of the whole transcript. Because of 
this sampling, there were a lot of unfinished sentences in the data in the beginning and end of 
every page.  I decided to exclude these unfinished sentences from my study because their 
meaning was often ambiguous due to the missing words. For this study I only studied the 
language use of the lawyers, therefore, I have excluded the remarks of the judge and the 
witnesses also. 
 
The unit of measurement used for this pilot study is a sentence. Example (10) illustrates the 
unit of measurement used in this study. 
 
(10) What were you asked to do? 
 
The first part of my research was conducted in spring 2010. I conducted a pilot study about 
impoliteness strategies the lawyers use in the Dover Trial, and the results of this research are 
also included in this study. In order to broaden the research for my thesis, I decided to expand 
to politeness strategies used by the lawyers. The politeness strategies I used for this research 
were created by Brown and Levinson (1987) and the impoliteness strategies by Culpeper 
(1996), as introduced earlier in this paper.  
 
The process of analysis was similar to my earlier research. I started the analysis by going 
through my data page-by-page, looking for occurrences of impoliteness and politeness, and 
then marking them down. I counted how many occurrences of politeness and impoliteness 
strategies there were, and also counted how many occurrences there were of the different 
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types of strategies. Due to the large quantity of politeness strategies, I also wrote down all the 
occurrences of politeness with a word processor, making lists of occurrences of different 
strategies in order to keep all the similar occurrences consistently in appropriate categories. 
After making these lists, I double-checked all the occurrences and made some changes when 
an occurrence did not seem suitable for the category originally intended.   
 
Furthermore, I counted how many sentences there were altogether in order to make a 
comparison with my results. Since I am studying only the language of the lawyers, I have 
only counted the sentences uttered by the lawyers. In addition, I counted how many cases of 
politeness and impoliteness there were towards the different actors in the court: witnesses, 
other lawyers and the judge. After this, I also counted the occurrences of different types of 
politeness and impoliteness strategies towards the different actors. The figures were then 
translated into tables, and percentages were calculated. Finally, Chi-squared analysis was 
conducted on the raw data. 
 
In addition, I found four occurrences where politeness and impoliteness strategies were 
overlapping each other. Consequently, I had to change the numeric results of my impoliteness 
research and remove these occurrences from the analysis of politeness and impoliteness. This 
however, did not cause a significant change to the results of my research of impoliteness 
since there were only four occurrences that I had to take out from the results. These four 
occurrences were, however, added to the overall numeric results of the research, and 
furthermore, these occurrences are discussed in the next section. 
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4 RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 
 
In this section, I will present my results in form of tables, and also showcase my findings 
with examples of different occurrences. In addition, I will discuss my results in this section. 
First, I will present the overall results of occurrences of politeness and impoliteness. After 
that I will present occurrences of different politeness strategies, and politeness strategies used 
towards different actors. After that, I will present occurrences of different impoliteness 
strategies and impoliteness strategies used towards different kinds of actors. Finally, I will 
present the occurrences of both politeness and impoliteness within the same sentence. 
 
Table 1. presents the overall results of my study. Politeness strategies were found in 12,8 
percent of all sentences uttered by the lawyers, and impoliteness strategies in 1,5 percent. 
Furthermore, four cases were found where the lawyer uses both politeness and impoliteness 
strategies which adds up to 0,08 percent of all the sentences. These results are statistically 
very highly significant (χ² =10009,5, df = 3, p ≤ 0.001). ¹ 
 
Table 1. Frequencies of occurrences of politeness and impoliteness strategies 
 Quantities Percentages 
All sentences 
Politeness 
Impoliteness 
Both politeness and impoliteness strategies used 
5014 
643 
76 
4 
100 
12,8 
1,5 
0,08 
 
 
This finding seems to support my hypothesis that lawyers use both impoliteness and 
politeness strategies in their speech, and furthermore, that they use more politeness strategies 
                                                          
¹
 Unless otherwise stated, all statistical analysis pertain to χ²-analysis, where p ≤ 0.05 is regarded as statistically 
significant, p ≤ 0.01 statistically very significant and p ≤ 0.001 statistically very highly significant. 
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than impoliteness strategies. This result, in my opinion, was predictable since in the very 
formal setting of the courtroom where formal language is required, impoliteness occurs more 
rarely that politeness.  
 
4.1 Politeness strategies 
 
Table 2 presents the quantities of different politeness strategies found in my data. The 
politeness strategies are based upon Brown and Levinson (1987: 102, 130-1). First in the 
table are the negative politeness strategies, and then positive politeness strategies. There were 
also some occurrences of multiple negative and/or positive politeness strategies in the same 
sentence, so I have created three categories for these cases: multiple negative politeness 
strategies, multiple positive politeness strategies and both positive and negative strategies 
used.         
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Table 2. Frequencies of different types of politeness strategies 
 Quantities Percentages 
Negative politeness: 
Question, Hedge 
Give deference 
Multiple negative politeness strategies 
Apologize 
Positive politeness:  
Include the addressee in the activity 
Give or ask for reasons 
Seek agreement 
Notice, attend 
Multiple positive politeness strategies 
 
Both positive and negative strategies used 
 
274 
160 
57 
25 
 
57 
27 
18 
8 
4 
 
13 
 
42,6 
24,9 
8,86 
3,9 
 
8,86 
4,2 
2,8 
1,24 
0,62 
 
2,02 
 643 100 
 
 
The largest category of politeness seems to be question, hedge with 42,6 percent (N=274) of 
the occurrences of politeness strategies. The second largest category is give deference with 
24,9 percent (N=160). After that come multiple negative politeness strategies and include the 
addressee in the activity, both with 8,86 percent (N=57). After that comes give or ask for 
reasons with 4,2 percent (N= 27) and apologize with 3,9 percent (N=25). The strategy seek 
agreement has 1,24 percent of the occurrences (N=18) and both positive and negative 
strategies used 2,02 percent (N=13). Finally, the two smallest categories are notice, attend 
with 1,24 percent (N=8) and multiple positive politeness strategies with 0,62 percent (N=4). 
These results are statistically very highly significant (χ² = 1053,75, df = 9, p ≤ 0.001). Next, I 
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will introduce all the categories with examples starting with the largest amount of 
occurrences and ending in the least amount. 
 
The strategy question, hedge occurs quite often in the lawyers’ speech when they are asking 
the witness to do something. The interrogatives can, would and could are used often and here 
are examples of these occurrences:  
 
(11) Can you summarize what the questions or concerns were that 
were expressed by Mr. Bonsell at that meeting? 
(12) Can you describe how that happened, where the seating was, 
and how each board member had received that opportunity?  
(13) Can you tell us what this second page in this document is?  
(14) As you recall that discussion and the concerns that Mrs. Spahr 
expressed, how would you describe those concerns in your own 
words? 
(15) Would you please read that section that I have highlighted?  
(16) Would you briefly describe what that text addresses?  
(17) Matt, could you pull up Exhibit P-319?  
(18) Could you go to the next passage please?  
(19) Could you read that for the record?  
 
Sometimes also hedges were used to minimize the threat coming from the lawyers’ requests 
or questions. Here are some examples of that: 
 
(20) Dr. Forrest, based on this morning I'm not going to dare to 
qualify you as paleontologist, and we will hear from one later 
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on, but can you tell me whether Henry Morris is a 
paleontologist? 
(21) If I may, Dr. Behe, just interrupt you here briefly that might help 
you in your testimony as well, if you go to the exhibit book that 
you've been provided, and if you look under Tab 8 I believe, 
there's an exhibit marked Defendant's Exhibit 203-A, as in 
Alpha.  
(22) If you’ll look down, I think it’s the fifth paragraph, it starts with, 
A recommendation. 
 
The lawyers are using based on this morning, I believe and I think as hedges. Also the word 
please is used a hedge in several occasions. Next, I will present examples of this: 
 
(23) Please summarize for us your educational background.  
(24) Please open it to what's been marked as P44 and tell us if you've 
ever seen it before. 
(25) Please continue. 
(26) Please take a moment to look at pages 44 and 45 of your 
January 1 deposition. 
(27) Please tell us the ages and names of your children?  
 
I think it is not surprising to find these kind of occurrences in the data since the courtroom 
discourse requires the lawyers to ask a lot of questions and also to use formal, polite 
language.  
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The second largest category in the data was give deference. Give deference means showing 
respect in the language. According to Brown and Levinson (1987: 183-4), the use of titles 
and addressing someone as sir can occur in certain old fashioned institutions, such as in the 
court. In my data, these cases mostly include instances where the lawyers use respectful 
language towards the judge, with the phrase ‘Your Honor’. I also included instances of the 
lawyers calling witnesses ‘Sir’, of this there were a few cases. Examples (28)-(30) show how 
give deference strategy is used towards the judge, and examples (31) and (32) towards the 
witnesses.  
 
(28) Just a couple of questions, Your Honor.  
(29) Objection, Your Honor.  
(30) Your Honor, the only reason I ask these questions is because she 
keeps on making scientific commentary, and I want to probe as 
to exactly where her limits of scientific experience end.  
(31) Sir, you testified in your deposition that the first time you were 
introduced to that term was at that meeting.  
(32) Sir, are you aware of a theory that was advanced called directed 
panspermia? 
 
In my opinion, it is not unexpected to find these kinds of instances in the data either. Firstly, 
respectful language towards the judge is expected in the courtroom, since the judge is the 
highest authority in the room. Secondly, lawyers are also expected to treat the witnesses with 
respect.  
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Multiple negative politeness strategies occurred in the data 57 times (8,86 percent of the 
occurrences). Most of the cases include strategies question, hedge and give deference, and 
they are directed towards the judge. There are also a few instances of give deference and 
apologize, and furthermore, question, hedge and apologize. (33) and (34) are examples of 
question, hedge and give deference, (35) of give deference and apologize and (36) of 
question, hedge and apologize. In example (35) the lawyer does not understand a question by 
the judge. In example (36), the lawyer has asked the witness to read a chapter, and then the 
witness starts to read it silently, therefore, the lawyer asks again for the witness to read the 
chapter out loud and apologizes. 
 
(33) May I approach, Your Honor?  
(34) Your Honor, if you'd bear with me for a second, I've got to look 
for an exhibit.  
(35) That he – I’m sorry Your Honor? (does not understand the 
question) 
(36) If you could read that out loud, I’m sorry.  
 
Again, I think that is not very surprising to find these kinds of cases of politeness in the data. 
This kind of formal politeness is something that one would expect to find in a courtroom. 
 
Also, include the addressee in the activity has 57 occurrences in the data (8,86%). This is the 
largest positive politeness strategy in the data. According to Brown and Levinson (1987: 69-
70), positive politeness strategies use the addressee’s want to relate to others where negative 
politeness strategies use the addressee’s want to remain independent. In the following 
examples the lawyer is including the witness in the activity by using the pronoun we and the 
expression let’s.  
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(37) We're going to come back to that in just a minute.  
(38) Let’s talk a little about textbooks.  
(39) That's what we discussed before, you discussed the legalities of 
intelligent design, correct?  
(40) When we left off yesterday we were discussing an aspect of 
what was approved on October 18th, which is the note that 
origins of life is not taught.  
 
It is somewhat surprising to find this much positive politeness in the data. One would expect 
that most of the polite language used in a courtroom would be negative politeness, since this 
is usually considered to be the formal style of politeness. However, a substantial amount of 
positive politeness can also be found in the data. I think in this data this strategy is used to 
make the atmosphere more relaxed. Furthermore, maybe this kind of strategy can be then 
used with witnesses that are uncertain about their testimony to help them feel more 
comfortable and to trust the lawyer who is questioning them. 
 
The next category found in the data was give or ask for reasons. This is also a positive 
politeness strategy and there were 27 cases (4,2%) of this category. I shall now present some 
examples of this category. In all of these examples the lawyer is giving the witness some sort 
of a reason for answering the question, or doing something else the lawyer wants him or her 
to do. In example (41) the lawyer uses the phrase ‘I want to’ in order to give the witness a 
reason to act in the manner he wants to. In example (42), the lawyer implies that since he is 
not an expert in science, he needs a simplified explanation about the matter at hand. Finally, 
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in example (43), the lawyer says ‘all I’m trying to do is’ which implies ‘it’s not a big deal, 
you can answer the question’.  
 
(41) I want to focus now on the Pennsylvania science standards.   
(42) Let me ask you, because I'm not a scientist, so I'm going to ask 
you to pretend that I'm your mother here. 
(43) Well, all I'm trying to do is, have you explain for the record here 
in court why you did not call for any action when the teachers 
didn't read the statement?   
 
Again, in my opinion, these kinds of strategies could be used in court in order to relax the 
atmosphere and witnesses, just as I stated about the previous strategy include the addressee in 
the activity. 
 
The next category is apologize, which is a negative politeness strategy. My data had 25 
occurrences (3,9%) of apologising. Now, I will present some examples of this category. In 
example (44), the lawyer has asked the witness to read something but does not give the page 
number first. In example (45) the lawyer apologizes about an unclear question, and in 
question (46) the lawyer mispronounces a scientific term and then corrects himself. In (47) 
the lawyer has wanted to ask question about a professor, and has falsely referred to him as 
professor Behe.  
 
(44) I’m sorry. (Page 193.) 
(45) I’m sorry I was unclear there.   
(46) Ancestor program, forgive me. 
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(47) I’m sorry, I’m thinking about professor Behe already. 
 
 
I would like to suggest that the number of these occurrences was somewhat low since the 
lawyers try to be very precise in their language and also act appropriately in the court. 
Nevertheless, sometimes they face situations, where they are expected to apologize and also 
act accordingly.  
 
The next category is called seek agreement, which is a positive politeness strategy. It has 18 
occurrences (2,8%). According to Brown and Levinson (1987:112) seek agreement means 
that the speakers tries to find ways in which agreement with the hearer can be found. The 
lawyers in my data use this strategy sometimes when they want something to be clarified. I 
shall now present some examples of this. 
 
(48) I think you may have already explained this, but just to be sure 
we see how it connects, one hears it said that it's important to, 
quote, teach the controversy, unquote. 
(49) Now I think I understand it, but let me confirm it. 
(50) I think we have an agreement in principle, it's just the specifics 
that need to be discussed, and I'm waiting for my colleague to 
return, who is better situated to address it. 
 
The number of occurrences of this category was also somewhat low. This might be due to the 
fact that in court simply more negative politeness strategies are used due to the formality of 
the language of court.  
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The smallest categories found in the data where both positive and negative politeness 
strategies used with 13 occurrences (2,02%), notice, attend with 8 occurrences (1,24%) and 
multiple positive politeness strategies with 4 occurrences (0,62%). First, I will introduce 
examples of both positive and negative politeness used. In example (51) there are both 
include the addressee in the activity and question, hedge used, and furthermore, in (52) both 
give deference and seek agreement. 
 
(51) And before we leave the blood clotting system, can you just 
remind the Court the mechanism by which intelligent design 
creates the blood clotting system? 
(52) Your Honor, just in an effort to avoid needless procedure or 
inquiry, if I could just get a sense for what you have in mind and 
intend by the order. 
 
The next examples are from categories notice, attend and multiple positive politeness 
strategies. Examples (53) and (54) is from the category notice, attend. According to Brown 
and Levinson (1987: 103) politeness strategy notice, attend means that the speaker takes into 
consideration the hearer’s interests, wants and needs. From my point of view, one important 
need of the witnesses is to be understood in the court. In example (53) the lawyer is 
conveying his understanding towards the witness. Example (54) presents the category of 
multiple positive politeness strategies. In this example, both include the addressee in the 
activity and seek agreement are used.  
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(53) Witness: I remember things that pertained specifically to me. 
Lawyer: And I understand that, we all do. 
(54) Well, just I guess we should be clear here, let's go to page 35 of 
your March 31st transcript. 
 
 
The number of the occurrences of the three smallest categories is very small. Again, it could 
be that these categories were so small due to the fact that usually very formal language with 
certain conventions is normally used in court, and these smaller categories are more like an 
exception to the rule. If we look at table 2, we can see that only question, hedge and give 
deference have both more than 20% of the occurrences. Altogether they make more than 67 
percent of all the occurrences. All the other categories have less than ten percent of all the 
occurrences.  
 
In addition, the number of negative politeness strategies seems to be a lot larger than positive 
politeness strategies. Next, I will introduce a separate table of negative and positive 
politeness strategies, and discuss further the reasons for a greater number of negative 
politeness strategies and lesser number of positive politeness strategies.  
 
Table 3. Frequencies of positive and negative politeness strategies 
 Quantities Percentages 
Positive politeness strategies 
Negative politeness strategies 
114 
516 
18,1 
81,9 
 630 100 
 
 
Table 3 shows that the number of negative politeness strategies is significantly larger than the 
number of positive politeness strategies. There are 516 occurrences (81,9%) of negative 
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politeness strategies, and only 114 occurrences (18,1%) of positive politeness strategies. 
These results are statistically very highly significant (χ²= 256,514, df = 1, p ≤ 0.001). One 
reason that might have cause the greater number of negative politeness strategies is the very 
formal nature of the courtroom setting. According to Lakoff (1989: 110) the politeness used 
in a courtroom is often very formal, this kind of politeness is usually considered as negative 
politeness.  
 
 
Next, I will introduce occurrences of politeness strategies towards different actors (witnesses, 
other lawyers and the judge) in the data.  
Table 3. Frequencies of politeness towards the different actors in court 
 Quantities Percentages 
Witnesses 
Other lawyers 
Judge 
344 
75 
224 
53,5 
11,7 
34,8 
 643 100 
 
The results show that the most occurrences of politeness strategies are directed towards the 
witnesses. There are 344 cases (53,5%) where the politeness strategy is aimed at the 
witnesses, 224 cases (34,8%) aimed at the judge and 75 cases (11,7%) aimed at the other 
lawyers. Also these results are statistically very highly significant (χ² = 169,459, df = 2, p ≤ 
0.001). This means that politeness is highly dependent on the target. 
 
In my opinion, this result was to be expected already since in court lawyers mostly talk with 
the witnesses, and therefore, also the number of occurrences of politeness strategies toward 
the witnesses is the highest.  
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Next, I will present a table of numbers of the occurrences of different politeness strategies 
towards different actors. Since I have already introduced a vast variety of examples of 
occurrences directed towards the witnesses, I will concentrate in the examples on utterances 
towards the other lawyers and the judge. 
 
Table 4. Frequencies of different politeness strategies towards the different actors, quantities 
and percentages 
 Witnesses Other lawyers Judge 
Question, Hedge 
Give deference 
Apologize 
Multiple negative politeness strategies 
Notice, attend 
Seek agreement 
Include the addressee in the activity 
Give or ask for reasons 
Multiple positive politeness strategies 
Both positive and negative strategies 
used 
190 
12 
24 
2 
8 
13 
56 
27 
4 
8 
55,2 
3,5 
7,0 
0,6 
2,3 
3,8 
16,3 
7,84 
1,16 
2,3 
75 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
100 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
9 
148 
1 
55 
0 
5 
1 
0 
0 
5 
4,01 
66,1 
0,44 
24,55 
0 
2,23 
0,44 
0 
0 
2,23 
 344 100% 75 100% 224 100% 
 
 
These results are statistically very highly significant (χ²= 582,477, df = 9, p ≤ 0.001). This 
verifies that the type of politeness strategy is very highly dependent on towards which actor 
they are used.  
 
The largest category directed towards the witnesses is question, hedge with 190 occurrences 
(55,2%), the second largest include the addressee in the activity with 56 occurrences (16,3%) 
and the third largest give or ask for reasons with 27 occurrences (7,84%). After these 
46 
 
categories come apologize (24 occurrences and 7,0%), seek agreement (13 occurrences and 
3,8%) and give deference (12 occurrences and 3,5%). Furthermore, there are four more 
categories with only a few occurrences: both positive and negative strategies used and notice, 
attend (both 8 occurrences and 2,3%), multiple positive politeness strategies (four 
occurrences and 1,16%), and lastly, multiple negative politeness strategies (two occurrences 
and 0,6%).  
 
In relation, to other lawyers, there is only one category used, that is question, hedge with 75 
occurrences. In all of these cases the lawyer is asking another lawyer to help him with a 
matter, for example with the exhibits, like examples (55) and (56) show.  
 
(55) Matt, could you pull up Exhibit P-319? 
(56) Could you highlight the author and the date? 
 
 
The largest politeness strategy category directed towards the judge is give deference with 148 
occurrences (66,1%). After that, comes multiple negative politeness strategies with 55 
occurrences (24,55%), question, hedge with 9 occurrences (4,01%), seek agreement and both 
positive and negative strategies used, both with 5 occurrences (2,23%). The smallest 
categories are apologize and include the addressee in the activity, both with one occurrence 
(0,44%).  
 
In addition, I will present some examples of politeness strategies directed towards the judge. 
These examples are from the categories give deference (57 and 58), and multiple negative 
politeness strategies (59). In example (57) the lawyer is making an objection to a witness’s 
statement, and in (58) the lawyer is asking the judge for some time while he is looking for a 
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piece of evidence. In example (59), the lawyer is using strategies give deference and question, 
hedge. 
 
(57) Your Honor, we object on the basis of hearsay. 
(58) Give me a minute, Your Honor. 
(59) May I approach, Your Honor? 
 
 
The following examples are from categories question, hedge (60), seek agreement (61), both 
negative and positive strategies used (62) and include the addressee in the activity (63). In 
example (60), the lawyer is making a question by using the interrogative could, in (61) the 
lawyer is trying to seek agreement with the judge by using the phrase “I just wanted to make 
sure”, in (62) the lawyer is using both give deference and include the addressee in the activity 
by including both Your Honor and we in the utterance, and lastly in example (63), the lawyer 
is using the expression let’s to include the judge in the activity.   
 
 
(60) Could I ask one question on redirect of voir dire? 
(61) I just wanted to make sure the record was clear on D-153, 
transcript of the October 18th meeting, that that transcript is not 
a complete transcript even of the portion of the meeting that was 
reported. 
(62) Your Honor, I know that we've got a standing objection, and I 
don't want to vex the questioner or the witness, but, I mean, she 
has no personal knowledge, so what she's basically testifying to 
is hearsay. 
(63) Let’s see how argumentative it was. 
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One might mark that the number of categories question, hedge and apologize seems to be 
exceptionally small when one compares to the occurrences of different politeness strategies 
directed towards the witnesses. With regards to this observation I have to point out that there 
are more occurrences of these categories directed towards the lawyers as well, but these 
categories are included in multiple negative politeness strategies since almost every time a 
lawyer addresses the judge the title Your Honor was also used.  
 
4.2 Impoliteness strategies 
 
Table 5. Frequencies of different types of impoliteness strategies 
 Quantities Percentages 
Bald on record impoliteness 
Use inappropriate identity markers 
Condescend, scorn or ridicule 
Ignore, snub the other 
Explicitly associate the other with a negative 
aspect 
25 
21 
18 
7 
5 
32,9 
27,6 
23,7 
9,2 
6,6 
 
 76 100 
 
Table 5. shows that the impoliteness strategy used the most is bald on record impoliteness, 
accounting for 32,9 percent of the occurrences. The second most used strategy was 
inappropriate identity markers, with 27,6 percent. The third most used strategy was 
condescend, scorn or ridicule with 23,7 percent and the fourth most used strategy was ignore, 
snub the other with 9,2 percent. The strategy with the smallest amount of occurrences was 
explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect (6,6%). I did not find occurrences of 
other impoliteness strategies by Culpeper. The results presented in Table 5 are statistically 
very highly significant (, χ² = 20,3158, df = 4, p ≤ 0.001). 
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The most cases that involved bald on record impoliteness were situations where the lawyer 
asks or commands the witness to do something without any face-saving, redressive action. 
Example (64) illustrates this: 
 
(64)  Okay, read the next answer. 
 
This kind of impoliteness is perhaps the most natural type in this kind of setting. 
Nevertheless, it is impoliteness since it is a FTA with no minimizing action. 
 
The second most occurred impoliteness strategy was use inappropriate identity markers. In 
the formal setting of a court room, one would expect also the language to be very formal, and 
therefore, it is surprising that there were many occasions where first names and even 
nicknames were used for addressing. Example (65) illustrates this: 
 
(65) Let me ask you this Rich.  
 
According to Culpeper (1996: 9) using “a nickname when a distant relationship pertains” is 
part of the impoliteness strategy use inappropriate identity markers, and therefore, these 
cases are counted as impoliteness. 
 
The third most occurred impoliteness strategy was condescend, scorn or ridicule. It was 
somewhat unexpected to find quite a considerable amount of this impoliteness strategy. 
However, this strategy is about relative power, belittling the other and not treating the other 
seriously (Culpeper 1996: 9). Therefore, this can be a strategy that the lawyers can use when 
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they want to express that they are right and the addressee is wrong. Example (66) shows an 
example of using condescend, scorn or ridicule -impoliteness strategy: 
 
(66) In those two minutes that you spent actually looking at the book 
that was the center of this controversy, was there anything in 
that two-minute review that you saw that you objected to? 
 
In this comment the lawyer is belittling the witness’s knowledge about the matter at hand. 
 
The fourth most occurred strategy was ignore, snub the other. I have included interruptions to 
this category. This is a case where the lawyer does not want to hear what the witness is 
saying, or does not want the judge to hear what he is saying, and therefore, is ignoring the 
witness. Example (67) presents this case: 
 
(67) Witness: And I note for the record that in my deposition I 
clarified that – Lawyer: Thank you, sir. 
 
The comment of the lawyer seems on the surface polite, it is even using the formal addressing 
form ‘Sir’, but in fact, he is interrupting the witness. In the end, the judge orders the lawyer to 
let the witness finish his sentence. 
 
The impoliteness strategy with the smallest amount of occurrences was explicitly associate 
the other with a negative aspect. According to Culpeper (1996: 9), this strategy includes 
personalizing and using the pronouns 'I' and 'you'. Example (68) illustrates this: 
 
51 
 
(68) You should have told me about that at the time, shouldn’t you, 
to be truthful? 
 
In the example the lawyer is using the pronouns ‘you’ and ‘me’, and is clearly implying that 
the witness has not been truthful earlier. 
 
Next, I will present a table which shows us the frequencies for impoliteness towards the 
different actors in the data – witnesses, other lawyers and the judge. 
 
Table 6. Frequencies of impoliteness towards the different actors in court 
 Quantities Percentages 
Witnesses 
Other lawyers 
Judge 
68 
5 
3 
89,5 
6,6 
3,9 
 76 100 
 
 
Table 6. presents the frequencies of impoliteness towards the different actors in this court 
case. The group which encountered most impoliteness was witnesses with the vast majority 
of cases, 89,5 percent. The group with second largest amount of impoliteness was other 
lawyers with 6,6 percent and the smallest amount of impoliteness was directed towards the 
judge, 3,9 percent of all the occurrences of impoliteness. The results presented in Table 6 are 
statistically very highly significant (χ² = 107,868, df = 2, p ≤ 0.001). This strongly indicates 
that impoliteness is also dependent on the actors it is used towards.  
 
My opinion is that this result could have been expected. Most dialogue in the court is 
between the lawyers and the witnesses, and therefore, also most of the impoliteness is aimed 
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towards the witnesses. In addition, it is also predictable that the judge receives the smallest 
amount of impoliteness since the lawyers do not want to upset the judge who has the power 
in the court. 
 
Next, I will present the numbers of occurrences of different impoliteness strategies directed 
towards different actors in the data. 
 
Table 7. Frequencies of different impoliteness strategies towards the different actors, 
quantities and percentages 
 Witnesses Other lawyers Judge 
Bald on record impoliteness 
Use inappropriate identity markers 
Condescend, scorn or ridicule 
Ignore, snub the other 
Explicitly associate the other with a 
negative aspect 
25 
20 
15 
3 
 
5 
36,8 
29,4 
22,0 
4,40 
 
7,4 
0 
1 
3 
1 
 
0 
0 
20,0 
60,0 
20,0 
 
0 
0 
0 
0 
3 
 
0 
0 
0 
0 
100 
 
0 
 68 100% 5 100% 3 100% 
 
Table 7. gives more specific results on the occurrences of different impoliteness strategies 
towards different actors in court. The results I am presenting are very highly significant 
statistically (χ² = 37,2922, df = 4, p ≤ 0.001). This shows that the operation of impoliteness 
strategies is dependent on the actor it is used towards.  The only impoliteness strategy used 
towards the judge was ignore, snub the other. In all of these cases the lawyer interrupted the 
judge in some way.  The most used strategy towards other lawyers was condescend, scorn or 
ridicule with 60,0 percent, and in addition, both ignore, snub the other and use inappropriate 
identity markers were used once (both 20,0%). 
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The impoliteness strategy most frequently used against other lawyers was condescend, scorn 
or ridicule. I find it very interesting that particularly this strategy is most used against other 
lawyers. In these cases the lawyer wants to emphasize his relative power over the other, 
which is part of this strategy (Culpeper 1996: 9). Example (69) illustrates this: 
 
(69) MR. ROTHSCHILD: We think we can take a simple issue and 
make it more complicated. 
MR. MUISE: I’ll let Mr. Rothschild do that. 
 
Mr. Rothschild and Mr. Muise are lawyers on the opposite sides. Mr. Muise is implying that 
Mr. Rothschild has the habit of making things more complicated.  
 
The group with most cases of impoliteness was the witnesses. The results of different types of 
impoliteness strategies towards the witnesses somewhat correspond with the overall amount 
of different impoliteness strategies in the whole data. The most used impoliteness strategy 
was bald on record impoliteness with 36,8 percent. The second most occurred type was use 
inappropriate identity markers with 29,4 percent and third most occurred condescend, scorn 
or ridicule with 22,0 percent. There were also a few cases of explicitly associate the other 
with a negative aspect which was the fourth most used strategy with 7,4 percent. The strategy 
least used towards the witnesses was ignore, snub the other with 4,4 percent.  
 
Next, I will introduce a separate table of negative and positive impoliteness strategies. 
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Table 8. Frequencies of positive and negative impoliteness strategies 
 Quantities Percentages 
Positive impoliteness 
strategies 
Negative impoliteness 
strategies 
28 
23 
54,9 
45,1 
 51 100 
 
 
Table 8. presents the frequencies of positive and negative impoliteness strategies. The 
numbers are different than in Tables 5. and 6. since bald on record impoliteness strategy is 
neither positive nor negative impoliteness. Positive impoliteness strategies that occurred in 
the data were ignore, snub the other and use inappropriate identity markers. Therefore, 
positive politeness was found in 28 cases. Negative impoliteness strategies found in the data 
were condescend, scorn or ridicule and explicitly associate the other with a negative aspect 
which accounted for 23 cases. As a result, one can notice that there are somewhat more 
occurrences of positive than negative impoliteness. However, there is no statistical 
significance for these results (χ² = 0,4902, df = 1, p > 0.1). 
 
To conclude, one can argue that lawyers use impoliteness strategies to some extent in court. 
Impoliteness was used to give support for the lawyers’ relative power against their opponents 
and to emphasize their point of view in the case.  
 
4.3 Politeness and impoliteness within the same sentence 
 
In the data, I also found a total of four occurrences where both politeness and impoliteness 
strategies were used in the same sentence. In this section I will introduce these cases and 
discuss the occurrences further.  
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There were three cases where both politeness and impoliteness strategies within one sentence 
were directed towards witnesses. All these cases include the politeness strategy question, 
hedge and the impoliteness strategy use inappropriate identity markers. I have included all 
uses of nicknames when questioning the witness, as impoliteness strategy use inappropriate 
identity markers, since in a formal setting of a courtroom the use of nicknames is indeed 
inappropriate. However, in these cases the lawyer has also used the strategy question, hedge, 
for example, by using the phrase I’d ask you to. (70) is an example of this. 
 
(70) Now, Rich, I’d ask you to turn back to Page 103, which has the 
Bates Stamp Number 49... 
 
One of the four cases where politeness and impoliteness were found within the same sentence 
is directed towards both the judge and also another lawyer. This is possible because the 
impoliteness strategy ignore, sub the other –in this case an interruption- is directed towards 
the other lawyer, and in addition, the politeness strategy give deference is directed towards 
the judge. Furthermore, also the politeness strategy question, hedge can be found in this 
sentence. The hedge Mr. Rothschild is using is I think. Thus, Mr. Rothschild interrupts Mr. 
Muise in this exchange of words: 
 
(71) Mr. Muise: Your Honor, I didn’t say what the title was. It’s 
what the -- 
Mr, Rothschild: I think he did say it, Your Honor. 
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Although the number of these kinds of occurrences was quite small, I think it was a 
interesting finding for my research to discover that within my research criteria both politeness 
and impoliteness can occur in the language at the same time.  
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5 CONCLUSION 
 
To conclude, in the light of the results of my research, one could argue that both politeness 
and impoliteness exist in the speech of lawyers. Furthermore, there are significantly more 
occurrences of politeness than impoliteness in the speech of lawyers. My results show that 
there are also both positive and negative politeness and impoliteness in the courtroom 
discourse, and in addition, that politeness and impoliteness can both occur within one 
sentence.  
 
My hypotheses, which were presented in the introduction, were: “lawyers use both polite and 
impolite linguistic strategies when they are communicating with their colleagues, the judge 
and witnesses. Furthermore, another hypothesis of mine is that due to the formal setting of 
the courtroom, I will find more occurrences of polite linguistic strategies than of impolite 
strategies.” Consequently, the results of my research correspond with the hypotheses I 
presented in the introduction.  
 
One could point out a detail that might need more critical evaluation. There is the fact that the 
politeness theory of Brown and Levinson (1987) can be seen as outdated and artificial, as 
discussed earlier in this paper. Perhaps, in the future it would be more interesting to conduct  
research on what people actually see as polite or impolite instead of applying a ready set of 
norms of what is supposed to be polite or impolite. However, the theory of Brown and 
Levinson (1987) is one of the only theories that attempts to explain how people produce 
politeness, and was therefore chosen for this research. 
 
Another interesting topic for future research would be to compare the differences between a 
civil trial, like the Dover Trial is, and a criminal trial. I predict that there might be differences 
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in the use of politeness and impoliteness strategies. It would be fascinating to see whether the 
lawyers in a criminal trial would use more impoliteness strategies than the lawyers in the 
Dover Trial. The stereotypical conception of a criminal trial is formed by a large variety of 
TV series which present the lawyers as polite towards the judge and rude towards the 
witnesses on the opposing side. By means of scientific research, it could be discovered 
whether it is the same in real life or not.  
 
Although this study was about politeness and impoliteness in courtroom discourse, similar 
politeness and impoliteness strategies can also be found in everyday life. Presumably, there 
are differences between courtroom and everyday discourse, but the principles of this 
linguistic behaviour are the same. I think it is human nature to apply politeness in certain 
situations and impoliteness in others. The theories of Brown and Levinson (1987), Culpeper 
(1996) and many others try to explain how and why individuals use politeness and 
impoliteness, but I believe that in this field of research new theories will be published in the 
future, and that these theories will explain this linguistic behaviour even further.  
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FINNISH SUMMARY 
 
Tämän Pro Gradu – tutkielman aiheena on kielitieteellinen kohteliaisuus ja epäkohteliaisuus 
asianajajien puheessa. Tutkielman tarkoituksena on selvittää miten asianajajat käyttävät eri 
kohteliaisuus- ja epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita puheessaan oikeudenkäynnissä. Minun 
tutkimusoletukseni ovat, että asianajajat käyttävät puheessaan sekä kohteliaisuus- että 
epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita. Tämän lisäksi toinen olettamukseni on, että 
kohteliaisuusstrategioita esiintyy enemmän kuin epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita.  
 
Kielellinen kohteliaisuus on ollut hyvin suosittu tutkimusala kielitieteessä. Fraserin (2005: 
77) mukaan tällä tutkimusalalla on tehty vuoden 1987 jälkeen ylin 900 julkaisua. Myös 
merkittävä määrä tutkijoita on kehittänyt kielellisen kohteliaisuuden alalla erilaisia teorioita 
ja malleja (katso esim. Brown and Levinson 1987, Lakoff 1975, Fraser 1990, Leech 1983). 
 
Tässä tutkielmassa käytetään Brownin ja Levinsonin (1987) kehittämää kohteliaisuusteoriaa. 
Brownin ja Levinsonin (1987: 61-2) mukaan jokaisella ihmisellä on sekä positiiviset ja 
negatiiviset kasvot, julkinen minäkuva, jota henkilö haluaa aina suojella. Positiiviset kasvot 
tarkoittavat halua olla pidetty muiden keskuudessa ja negatiiviset kasvot halua pysyä 
itsenäisenä.  
 
Pyynnöt ja komennot koetaan kasvoja uhkaavina (face-threatening act, FTA), mutta Brownin 
ja Levinsonin (1987: 60) mukaan myös puhuja haluaa aina suojella kuulijan kasvoja. 
Keskustelussa siis Brownin ja Levinsonin mukaan molemmat osapuolet pyrkivät 
säilyttämään toistensa kasvot. Puhuja voi käyttää erilaisia kohteliaisuusstrategioita 
vähentääkseen kasvoihin kohdistuvaa uhkaa. Brown ja Levinson (1987: 60) erottavat viisi eri 
kohteliaisuuden ylästrategiaa: 
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 1) Suoraan, kaunistelematta (bald on record) 
 2) Suoraan, käyttäen negatiivista kohteliaisuusstrategiaa 
 3) Suoraan, käyttäen positiivista kohteliaisuusstrategiaa 
 4) Epäsuorasti  
 5) Kasvoja uhkaavan teon tekemättä jättäminen 
 
Negatiiviset kohteliaisuusstrategiat vetoavat vastaanottajan negatiivisiin kasvoihin, ja 
positiiviset kohteliaisuusstrategiat positiivisiin kasvoihin. Seuraavana esittelen esimerkit 
näistä edellä mainituista tavoista samassa järjestyksessä: 
 
 1) Laita se ikkuna kiinni! 
 2) Anteeksi, voisitko mitenkään laittaa ikkunan kiinni? 
 3) Olet varmaan niin ystävällinen, että voit laittaa ikkunan kiinni? 
 4) Onpa täällä kylmä.  
 
Lisäksi Brown ja Levinson kehittivät teoriassaan 15 eri positiivista kohteliaisuusstrategiaa ja 
10 eri negatiivista kohteliaisuusstrategiaa. Positiiviset kohteliaisuusstrategiat ovat seuraavat: 
 
 1. Huomioi 
 2. Liioittele kiinnostusta, hyväksyntää, sympatiaa 
 3. Voimista kiinnostusta kuulijaa kohtaan 
 4. Käytä ilmauksia, jotka kertovat teidän kuuluvan samaan ryhmään 
 5. Pyri yksimielisyyteen 
 6. Vältä erimielisyyttä 
 7. Oleta/rakenna/vahvista yhteistä maaperää 
 8. Vitsaile 
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 9. Osoita, että ymmärrät kuulijan tarpeet 
 10. Tarjoa, lupaa 
 11. Ole optimistinen 
 12. Ota kuulija mukaan toimintaan 
 13. Anna tai kysy syitä 
 14. Oleta tai vahvista vastavuoroisuutta 
 15. Anna kuulijalle lahjoja – ymmärrystä, tavaroita, sympatiaa 
 
Brownin ja Levinsonin (1987) negatiiviset kohteliaisuusstrategiat ovat taas seuraavat: 
 
 1. Tee kasvoja uhkaava teko (FTA) suoraan 
 2. Kysy, käytä lievennettyjä ilmauksia (hedges) 
 3. Ole pessimistinen 
 4. Minimoi uhka 
 5. Osoita kunnioitusta 
 6. Pyydä anteeksi 
 7. Älä henkilökohtaista, vältä sanoja ’sinä’ ja ’minä’ 
 8. Ilmaise kasvoja uhkaava teko (FTA) yleisenä sääntönä 
 9. Nominalisoi 
 10. Ilmaise jääväsi velkaa 
 
Näitä edellä mainittuja kategorioita etsittiin tutkimusaineistosta. Brownin ja Levinsonin 
kehittämä malli on yksi harvoista, joka yrittää selittää kuinka ihmiset tuottavat kielellistä 
kohteliaisuutta. Tämän vuoksi valitsin kyseisen mallin tutkimukseeni. 
 
Tässä tutkielmassa käytetty epäkohteliaisuusteoria on taas Culpeperin (1996) kehittämä. 
Culpeper käytti teoriansa pohjana Brownin ja Levinsonin (1987) kohteliaisuusteoriaa. 
Culpeperin mukaan puhuja ei aina halua suojella toisen kasvoja keskustelutilanteessa, vaan 
päinvastoin joskus puhuja voi haluta hyökätä niitä vastaan. Culpeper (1996: 8) kehitti viisi 
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epäkohteliaisuuden ylästrategiaa, jotka ovat vastakohtia Brownin ja Levinsonin (1987) 
viidelle kohteliaisuuden ylästrategialle: 
 
 1) Suoraan, kaunistelematta tehty epäkohteliaisuus 
 2) Negatiivinen epäkohteliaisuus – tarkoitus vahingoittaa negatiivisia kasvoja 
 3) Positiivinen epäkohteliaisuus – tarkoitus vahingoittaa positiivisia kasvoja 
 4) Sarkasmi tai teeskennelty kohteliaisuus 
  5) Kohteliaisuudesta kieltäytyminen (kun tilanne vaatisi kohteliaisuutta) 
 
Lisäksi Culpeper (1996) määrittää eri strategioita positiiviselle ja negatiiviselle 
epäkohteliaisuudelle. Näitä strategioita etsittiin tutkimusaineistosta. Esittelen nämä strategiat 
seuraavaksi: 
 Positiiviset epäkohteliaisuusstrategiat: 
 - Jätä toinen huomiotta 
 - Jätä toinen ulkopuolelle toiminnasta 
 - Pysyttele erossa toisessa 
 - Ole välinpitämätön, epäystävällinen 
 - Käytä toisesta epäsopivia ilmauksia 
 - Käytä epämääräistä tai salailevaa kieltä 
 - Käytä epäsopivaa kieltä 
 - Nimittele 
 
 Negatiiviset epäkohteliaisuusstrategiat: 
 - Aiheuta pelkoa 
 - Käyttäydy alentuvasti, halveksi, pilkkaa 
 - Tunkeudu toisen henkilökohtaiselle alueelle (joko fyysisesti tai metaforisesti) 
 - Yhdistä avoimesti toinen kielteiseen asiaan 
 - Ilmaise toisen jäävän sinulle velkaa 
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Oikeudenkäynneissä käytetty kieli, oikeudenkäynnin diskurssi eroaa jokapäiväisessä 
elämässä käytetystä kielestä. Lakoffin (1989: 104) mukaan oikeudenkäynnin diskurssi eroaa 
tavallisesta kielestä eritoten vastavuoroisuuden puuttumisen vuoksi. Oikeudenkäynnissä 
asianajaja kysyy todistajalta kysymyksiä ja todistajan on vain vastattava, eikä hän saa 
vastavuoroisesti esittää omia kysymyksiään. Lakoff (1989: 108-12) jatkaa, että 
oikeudenkäynnissä tapahtuva keskustelu poikkeaa tavallisesta myös, koska sen tarkoituksena 
on löytää käsillä olevassa asiassa totuus, joka on yleensä haitallinen ainakin toista 
oikeudenkäynnin osapuolta kohtaan.  
 
Lakoffin (1989: 110) mukaan oikeudenkäynnin diskurssissa käytetty kohteliaisuus on yleensä 
muodollista. Toisaalta Lakoff (1989: 123) myös väittää, että epäkohteliaisuutta saattaa 
oikeudenkäynnin diskurssissa esiintyä paljonkin. Lakoffin mukaan oikeudenkäynnissä 
yhteydenottoja tapahtuu useammin kuin tavallisessa keskustelussa, ja lisäksi 
oikeudenkäynnissä ei asianajajan keskustelukumppani pääse tilanteesta pakoon, vaan on 
pakotettu vastaamaan välillä epäkohteliaisiinkin kysymyksiin. 
 
Tämän tutkielman aineistona on käytetty Doverin oikeudenkäynnin tapahtumista litteroitua 
tekstiä. Doverin oikeudenkäynti oli tapaus, jossa joukko oppilaiden vanhempia haastoi 
Doverin koululaitoksen oikeuteen Pensylvaniassa, Yhdysvalloissa vuonna 2004, koska 
Doverin koulun hallitus oli päättänyt sisällyttää koulun opetussuunnitelmaan ’Älykkään 
suunnitelma’ -teorian (Intelligent Design). Tämä teoria väittää elämän syntyneen 
yliluonnollisen älykkään suunnittelijan voimasta. Oppilaiden vanhemmat katsoivat, että tämä 
teoria on kreationismia ja siten myös uskontoa. (ACLU 2009) Yhdysvaltojen perustuslain 
mukaan uskonnon opetus on yleisissä kouluissa kielletty (ACLU 2002).  
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Koko aineiston pituus on noin 5000 sivua, ja otokseksi tähän tutkielmaan valikoitui joka 
viides aineiston sivu, eli noin 20% koko aineistosta. Aineistosta etsittiin kohteliaisuus- ja 
epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita, eri strategioiden esiintymien määrät laskettiin, sekä eri 
strategioiden esiintymiset eri muuttujia (todistajat, tuomari, muut asianajajat) kohtaan 
laskettiin. Lopuksi luvuista tehtiin Khiin neliötesti tilastollisen merkitsevyyden 
selvittämiseksi.  
 
Aineistosta löytyi myös tapauksia, joissa samassa lauseessa oli käytetty useampaa 
kohteliaisuusstrategiaa, joten näistä muodostettiin omat kategoriansa: useita negatiivisia 
kohteliaisuusstrategioita, useita positiivisia kohteliaisuusstrategioita ja sekä negatiivisia että 
positiivisia strategioita käytetty. 
 
Aineistosta löytyi selvästi enemmän kohteliaisuusstrategioita kuin 
epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita. 12,8 prosentissa tutkimusaineistosta oli käytetty 
kohteliaisuusstrategioita, kun epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita löytyi vain 1,5 prosenttia 
aineistosta.  
 
Eniten käytettyjä kohteliaisuusstrategioita olivat kysy, käytä lievennettyjä ilmauksia (hedges) 
(N = 274, 42,6%), osoita kunnioitusta (N = 160, 24,9%), useita negatiivisia 
kohteliaisuusstrategioita (N = 57, 8,86%)  ja ota kuulija mukaan toimintaan (N = 57, 8,86%). 
Näistä ainoastaan ota kuulija mukaan toimintaan –strategia on positiivinen 
kohteliaisuusstrategia, kun kaikki muut ovat negatiivisia strategioita. Aineistoista löytyi myös 
useita muita strategioita. 
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Aineistosta löytyi huomattavasti enemmän negatiivisia kuin positiivisia 
kohteliaisuusstrategioita. Negatiivisten strategioiden esiintymien määrä oli yhteensä 516 
(81,9%) kun positiivisia strategioita esiintyi 114 kappaletta (18,1%). Negatiivisten 
esiintymien suurempaa määrä voi selittää oikeudenkäynnin diskurssin muodollinen luonne. 
 
 
Tulokset jaoteltiin myös sen mukaan, mitä eri muuttujaa kohtaan strategiat oli suunnattu. Eri 
muuttujia tässä tutkimuksessa oli todistajat, tuomari ja muut asianajajat. Eniten 
kohteliaisuusstrategioita käytettiin todistajia kohtaan (N=344, 53,5%). Tuomaria kohtaan 
kohteliaisuusstrategioita esiintyi 224 kertaa (34,8%) ja muita asianajajia kohtaan 75 kertaa 
(11,7%). Mielestäni kohteliaisuutta esiintyy eniten todistajia kohtaan, koska oikeudessa 
asianajajat puhuvat eniten juuri todistajille, ja siten myös käyttävät eniten 
kohteliaisuusstrategioita heitä kohtaan.   
 
Tutkielmassa etsittiin aineistosta myös eri epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita. Aineistosta löytyneet 
strategiat olivat: suoraan, kaunistelematta tehty epäkohteliaisuus (N=25, 32,9%), käytä 
toisesta epäsopivia ilmauksia (N=21, 27,6%), käyttäydy alentuvasti, halveksi, pilkkaa (N=18, 
23,7%), jätä toinen huomiotta (N=7, 9,2%) ja yhdistä avoimesti toinen kielteiseen asiaan 
(N=5, 6,6%). 
 
Myös epäkohteliaisuusstrategioista suurin osa kohdistui todistajiin. 
Epäkohteliaisuusstrategioiden esiintymiä oli todistajia kohtaan yhteensä 68 kappaletta 
(89,5%). Muihin asianajajiin kohdistui 5 epäkohteliaisuusstrategiaa (6,6%) ja tuomariin 3 
(3,9%). Positiivisten ja negatiivisten epäkohteliaisuusstrategioiden kohdalla ei ollut 
merkitsevää eroa keskenään. 
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Aineistosta löytyi myös yhteensä neljä esiintymää, jossa kohteliaisuus- ja 
epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita on käytetty samanaikaisesti samassa virkkeessä. Koska 
esiintymiä oli vain neljä, tällä tuloksella ei ole tilastollista merkitsevyyttä, mutta se on silti 
mielestäni löytönä mielenkiintoinen.  
 
Tulosten mukaan asianajajat käyttävät sekä kohteliaisuus- että epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita. 
Kohteliaisuusstrategioita löytyi kuitenkin merkitsevästi enemmän kuin 
epäkohteliaisuusstrategioita. Täten esittämäni tutkimusoletukset vastaavat tutkielman 
tuloksia. 
 
 
 
 
